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1  Introduction 

From 15 March 2023, and every two years thereafter, reporting on ‘Progress towards objectives, targets 
and contributions (Decarbonisation: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Removals)’ is part of the national 
energy and climate progress reporting obligations (Article 17) under Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 on the 
Governance of the Energy Union and Climate Action. This year, the deadline to be observed by Member 
States (MS) for their submission was 15 March 2025. 

The data reported by MS as part of their submission on ‘Progress towards objectives, targets and 
contributions (Decarbonisation: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Removals)’ are subject to a quality 
assurance and quality control (QA/QC) procedure by the EEA and European Topic Centre on Climate 
Change Mitigation (ETC CM) – on behalf of the European Commission. This QA/QC process aims at 
preventing mistakes and defects in reported data in a proactive manner. It manages quality (quality 
assurance) and identifies where mistakes are present reactively to control for data quality (quality control). 

The report provides an overview of the QA/QC procedure and summarizes the findings and corrective 
actions it generated this reporting cycle (2025). It also mentions suggestions and recommendations to 
improve future submissions.  

1.1 Reporting requirements 

Reporting requirements are defined in Annex I to the Implementing Regulation (EU) 2022/2299. The 
dataflow consists of nine tables: 

• Table 1: Current and projected national progress towards the national greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions reduction targets in view of climate-neutrality 

• Table 2: Current and projected progress towards the annual binding national limits pursuant to 
Regulation (EU) 2018/842 as reported pursuant to Article 26(3) and Article 18(1), point(b) of 
Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

• Table 3: Current and projected progress towards commitments pursuant to Regulation (EU) 
2018/841 of the European Parliament and of the Council as reported pursuant to Article 26(3) and 
Article 18(1), point (b) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

• Table 4: Current and projected progress towards other national greenhouse-gas related targets 
and objectives set out in integrated national energy and climate plans, including sector targets in 
accordance with Article 4(a), point (1)(iii) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

 
The Annex I dataset contains both pre-filled values of Annual Emissions Allocations from the legislation 
and post-filled values from GHG inventory and GHG projections data submitted to the EEA. Tables 1-3 
contain post-filled values, while Table 2 also contains pre-filled values meaning that no data was submitted 
in Table 2 as part of the Annex I submission in Reportnet3. 

1.2 Overview of the quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) procedure 

The QA/QC process is designed to improve MS’ submissions quality. It consists of several key steps which 
are illustrated on  

Figure 1 below and necessitates close communication with each MS. Communication is generally recorded 
in a dedicated communication log (ComLog). 
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Figure 1  Overview of the quality assurance and quality control process 

 

 

Notes:  Blue illustrates Member State processes, yellow illustrates EEA/ETC-CM processes and green illustrates the final 
accepted submission following the QA/QC procedure.  

The QA/QC process start with capacity building, typically provided through detailed MS’ (reporter’s) 
guidelines and training sessions. Subsequently, data reported by MS undergo automated quality checks 
(QCs) when the online tables are filled on the reporting platform (Reportnet3), which enable reporters to 
control the quality of their data prior to officially submitting them. These automated checks can also block 
submissions containing very large defects. However, for the 2025 reporting cycle, although 78 automated 
rules were implemented in the configuration of the dataflow, the validation output was not registered or 
visible in the system. As a result, it was not possible to verify whether any warnings, errors or blockers 
were triggered. 

Once the submission is officially sent through Reportnet3, the EEA/ETC-CM will conduct further quality 
checks manually and prepare a feedback document to be sent to the MS for review. This document details 
items among the reported data that require additional attention or clarification and, if necessary, the MS 
will be requested to resubmit updated data via the reporting platform. Several iterative rounds of checks, 
responses and resubmissions might be necessary until all issues raised are adequately treated and 
clarified.  

The manual QA/QC checks performed by the ETC-CM are based on the “Timeliness, Transparency, 
Accuracy, Completeness, Comparability, Consistency and coherence (TTACCC)” criteria and aim to ensure 
compliance with each of these principles: 

• Timeliness: ensures that the report was submitted on time (15 March 2025 deadline). 

• Transparency: ensures all the necessary references and supporting information to understand the 
data submitted were provided. 
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• Accuracy: ensures the accuracy and plausibility of the information provided. 

• Completeness: ensures that all mandatory information was provided. 

• Comparability: ensures that reporting across MS is comparable. 

• Consistency and coherence: ensure that reporting was done in a consistent manner and in line 
with good practices and guidelines. This also verify that the information reported is coherent with 
data submitted under other relevant reporting obligations of the Governance Regulation. 

It is important to note that the QA/QC procedure is not intended to assess reported information against 
targets, objectives or the fulfilment of legal requirements (other than reporting requirements). 

In 2025, the manual QA/QC procedure was scheduled between March 15 until June 30, 2025, anticipating 
that several iterative rounds of checks and corrective actions would be needed to ensure data quality and 
resolve all identified issues. Despite advanced planning, the QA/QC process extended beyond the initially 
set deadline as late as August 26, 2025.  
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2  Overview of reported data 

This chapter provides an overview of the submitted data in Annex I.  

2.1 Table 1: Current and projected national progress towards the national greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reduction targets in view of climate-neutrality 

21 MS provided a target year for reaching climate neutrality at national level, of which 18 MS have put 
2050 as their target year. Finland has the most ambitious target with 2035, followed by Austria with 2040, 
while Germany and Romania both have a 2045 target. An overview of Member States’ climate neutrality 
targets years and role of removals can be seen in the figure below. 
 
Figure 2 Climate neutrality target year & role of removals (2030, 2040, 2050, climate neutrality target year). 

Member 
State 

Climate neutrality 
target year 

Role of removals (kt CO2e) 

2030 2040 2050 Target year 

AT 2040 NA NA NA NA 

BE NA NA NA NA NA 

BG 2050 -9718 NA NA NA 

CY 2050 -352 NA NA NA 

CZ NA NA NA NA NA 

DE 2045 -25000 -35000 -40000 NA 

DK 2050 NA NA NA NA 

EE 2050 -678 -559 -470 -470 

EL 2050 -7579 -8050 -9004 -9004 

ES 2050 -46008 NA NA NA 

FI 2035 NA NA NA NA 

FR 2050 -18000 NA NA NA 

HR NA NA NA NA NA 

HU 2050 -5724 NA NA NA 

IE 2050 NA NA NA NA 

IT 2050 -46985 NA -87000 NA 

LT 2050 NA NA NA NA 

LU 2050 -430 -428 -660 -660 

LV 2050 -644 NA NA NA 

MT 2050 NA NA NA NA 

NL 2050 NA NA NA NA 

PL NA NA NA NA NA 

PT 2050 NA NA NA NA 

RO 2045 -49054 -50111 -51007 -50544 

SE NA NA NA NA NA 

SI 2050 NA NA -2500 -2500 

SK 2050 -5800 -4671 -5770 -5770 

 
 
The figure below provides a visualisation of the role of removals per MS in the years 2030, 2040, and 2050 
expressed in kt CO2e. While only a few MS have provided a value for the entire time series, there is an 
overarching trend of removals playing a progressively greater role as time progresses, with the exception 
of Estonia and Slovakia, where the latter has a 2040 value slightly lower than in 2030 and 2050. 
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Figure 3  Role of removals per MS 

 

 
The figure below displays historic figures for 2022 and 2023 as well as national targets (2030, 2040, 2050) 
per MS for the following scenarios: 1. Excluding LULUCF and international aviation, 2. Including LULUCF, 
excluding international aviation, and 3. Including LULUCF and international aviation. Due to not all MS 
having national targets for the three scenarios, these data have not been reported in Reportnet3 and are 
displayed as zero.  
 
Overall, GHG emissions see a decline as time progresses, with the gap between historic and target values 
suggesting ambitious targets towards decarbonisation. Targets from 2030 to 2050 also display a strong 
drive continuously progress with reducing GHG emissions. This can be seen for e.g. Germany, who have 
national targets of 441,000 kt CO2e in 2030 to 115,000 kt CO2e in 2040, before targeting climate neutrality 
by 2050 in the ‘excluding LULUCF and international aviation’ scenario. Further visualisations of data on 
GHG emission reduction progress and targets can be found in Annex III.   
 
Figure 4  Historic emissions and national targets per MS 

 

Note:  Data on historic GHG emissions in 2022 and 2023 are not submitted by MS as part of the Annex I reporting in 
Reportnet3, but are post-filled values using GHG inventory data submitted by MS to the EEA 
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2.2 Table 2: Current and projected progress towards the annual binding national limits 
pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2018/842 as reported pursuant to Article 26(3) and 
Article 18(1), point(b) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

Table 2 provides an overview of Annual Emission Allocations and how they compare with total ESR 
emissions based on historic and projected data. The figure below displays an overview of total historic and 
projected ESR values (kt CO2e) per MS for year 2022, 2023, 2030, 2035, and 2040. The overarching trend 
is a progressive decline in emissions with projected emissions predicted to fall, which is particularly 
prominent in the WAM scenario. Higher emitters such as Germany, Spain, France and Italy also project a 
more rapid decline in comparison to other MS. A comparison between AEAs and ESR emissions is displayed 
in a graph in Annex III.  
 
Figure 5  Historic and projected (WEM, WAM) total ESR emissions per MS  

 

Note:  Data on historic and projected ESR emissions are not submitted by MS as part of the Annex I reporting in 
Reportnet3, but are post-filled values using GHG inventory and GHG projections data submitted by MS to the EEA. 

 

2.3 Table 3: Current and projected progress towards commitments pursuant to Regulation 
(EU) 2018/841 of the European Parliament and of the Council as reported pursuant to 
Article 26(3) and Article 18(1), point (b) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

Table 3 examines LULUCF commitments at MS level. The first row covers LULUCF where MS have the 
possibility to provide a description in relation to the latest inventory figures in X-3 and X-2, i.e. 2022 and 
2023. Several Member States state that forestry acts as the central driver of historic LULUCF values, 
including France, Slovenia, Slovakia, the Netherlands, Croatia, Estonia, and Ireland. Other categories are 
also mentioned by MS, including peat and organic soils (NL), cropland and grassland (FR, IT), land 
conversion (EE), and peatlands (IE). Reoccurring issues mentioned by MS are disturbances and climate 
impacts, which have driven recent weakening of sinks. FR, SK, EE and PT explicitly mention the risk of 
declining or unstable sink capacity. Overall, a large share of MS relies on inventory reporting as opposed 
to summarised descriptions.  
 
Regarding projected values, WEM LULUCF descriptions include a few mentions of insufficient sink under 
WEM, including France, Croatia, Estonia, and Latvia. This is linked to e.g. reduced forest sink, harvest rates, 
and forest management, while e.g. France also expects increased cropland emissions. Ireland and Hungary 
state that LULUCF is expected to remain a net emitter until 2030 and 2050, respectively. While some MS 
state that WEM values are insufficient to meet targets and that additional measures are required, WAM 
LULUCF descriptions provide a more positive outlook; Ireland’s additional measures include afforestation, 
peatland water management and CAP measures, Portugal mentions detailed afforestation and forest 
management assumptions, France’s additional plans include agroecology, forestry strategy and quantified 
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sink outcome, Slovenia mentions reduced forest losses and increase HWP sink, while Luxembourg has an 
extensive list of policies and measures (PaMs). Several MS refer to external reports (AT, BE, CY, LT, PL, SE, 
SK), while other MS mention that WAM scenarios (e.g. for BG, CZ, IT, HR, FI) are not available or are 
currently being developed or finalised.  
 
Regarding LULUCF commitments as stated in the current NECP, 25 MS have provided a description and the 
following 21 MS have provided at least one quantitative LULUCF value: BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL, ES, 
FR, HR, HU, LT, LU, LV, NL, PL, PT, RO, SI, and SK. A full time-series of LULUCF commitments stated in the 
NECP is provided by CY, DE, EE, EL, HU, LT, and RO. An overview of the quantitative NECP commitments 
can be found in the figure below. A few MS are directly aligned with the EU LULUCF Regulation, i.e. no-
debit rule, including AT, CZ, EE, and LV, while BE, NL and SI have a combined no-debit + quantified 2030 
target: no-debit (2021–2025) and 1 mt CO₂e storage target (BE),  no-debit + binding 2030 reduction target 
(NL), and no-debit + explicit 2030 sink target (SI). Other MS, including DK, LU and LV, have a budgetary and 
linear targets. Policy-driven targets are mentioned by a few MS, such as Hungary’s forest expansion target 
representing a 27% land share. Some MS will rely on flexibilities to reach LULUCF targets, including France, 
Lithuania and Spain. Finally, certain MS also mention a risk of non-compliance, with Finland mentioning 
an estimated deficit for the 2021-2025 period, Czechia expecting compliance issues with the no-debit rule, 
and France mentioning potential deficit even with flexibilities.       
 
The figures below display (1) the quantitative LULUCF commitments stated in the NECP per MS as reported 
in Reportnet3, as well as (2) historic and projected (WEM, WAM) LULUCF values as reported for GHG 
inventory and GHG projections. For both figures, Germany has the highest positive LULUCF values. 
 
Figure 6  Historic (2022, 2023) and projected (WEM, WAM) LULUCF figures per MS (kt CO2e) 
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Figure 7  Historic and projected (WEM, WAM) LULUCF values per MS in kt CO2e 

 

Note:  Data on historic and projected LULUCF values are not submitted by MS as part of the Annex I reporting in 
Reportnet3, but are post-filled values using GHG inventory and GHG projections data submitted by MS to the EEA 

 

2.4 Table 4: Current and projected progress towards other national greenhouse-gas related 
targets and objectives set out in integrated national energy and climate plans, including 
sector targets in accordance with Article 4(a), point (1)(iii) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 

Regarding current and projected progress towards other national GHGs related targets and objectives set 
out in NECPs, 88 targets were provided by seven MS in Table 4. Poland provided the most information on 
targets and objectives with 23, followed by Luxembourg with 12.  
 
Overall, the most reported targets refer to economy-wide GHG reductions (e.g. FR, NL, HU, EL, SE, EE), ESR 
(non-ETS), and sectoral decarbonisation (e.g. RO, PT, FI). Many MS have set national GHG reductions of 
50-55% compared with 1990 levels and a longer-term climate neutrality goal for the year 2045-2050. 
Estonia has opted for an absolute emissions target of net emissions of GHG including LULUCF of 8 Mt CO2 
eq. by 2035. ESR sector targets are predominantly policy-driven and cover sectors such as transport, 
buildings, agriculture, and waste. With a baseline of 2005, ambitions vary across MS, with Croatia setting 
a 2030 reduction target of min. 16.7% while Luxembourg sets a 55% reduction target by 2030, aiming for 
4,552 kt CO2e excluding LULUCF. Sectoral targets are also reported by MS, however their implementation 
and application are not uniformly applied. There is a strong focus on transport, with e.g. Sweden aiming 
to reduce domestic transport emissions by 70% by 2030 compared with 2010 levels. For the power sector, 
e.g. NL and RO mention targeting near full decarbonisation.   
 
At MS level, Poland’s targets refer primarily to NECP reporting under Regulation (EU) 2018/1999. They 
mention reducing national GHG emissions including CO2, and reducing emissions in non-ETS sectors by -
17.7% by 2030 compared to 2005 levels and mention the contribution of the LULUCF sector to 2030 EU 
reduction targets. For electricity production, the target is to reduce the share of hard coal and lignite in 
electricity production to 56-60% by 2030 and further decrease its share until 2040. For the transport 
sector, the primary objective is to reduce the average CO2 emissions of new passenger car fleet by 37.5% 
and new light commercial vehicles by 31% from 2030 compared to 2021. An intermediate target from 2025 
to reduce the average CO2 emissions of the fleet of new passenger cars and light commercial vehicles by 
15% compared to 2021 is also stated. Additionally, Poland aims to increase in environmental performance 
index to at least 70 points by 2035 compared to 64.11 points in 2018. Increase in the proportion of the 
population using the sewage system in relation to the total population to 85% from 70.5% (in 2017). Water 
and wastewater infrastructure targets include increasing the proportion of population using the sewage 
system in relation to the total population to 85% by 2035 compared to 70.5% in 2017, as well as increasing 
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the percentage of the population using wastewater treatment plants from 73.6% in 2017 to 86% by 2035. 
Air quality targets include a complete reduction (0%) of PM10 zones by 2035, while LULUCF targets include 
increasing the level of forest cover of the country to from the current 29.6% to 31% by 2035. In addition, 
progress towards sustainable forest management includes increasing the share of forest area that has 
approved management documentation in relation to the total forest land area from 95.7% to 99% by 2035. 
 
Luxembourg’s targets include commitment to reduce its non-ETS emissions (i.e. ESR emissions, including 
CO2) by 55% compared to their 2005 level, where the 2005 base year emissions taken into account are 
those retained in Regulation (EU) 2018/842. This national target excludes LULUCF and international 
bunkers. In additional, sectoral targets have been defined for five aggregate sectors: energy and 
manufacturing industries, transport, buildings, agriculture and forestry, and waste and wastewater 
treatment. For each of them, 2021-2030 trajectories have been defined, with each aggregate sector having 
its own emissions budget for the period. There is also a target to increase net removals in the LULUCF 
sector of -27 kt CO2eq in 2030 compared with the average net removals for 2016, 2017 and 2018. 
 
Luxembourg also intends to increase in the share of renewable energies in gross FEC to 37% following the 
"Green Deal", "Fit for 55", "REPowerEU " and the revision of RED. For energy, a target of 42% improvement 
in energy efficiency by 2030 (compared to the EU PRIMES Reference Scenario (REF2007) for the year 2030) 
is explicitly mentioned. 
 
Germany’s targets refer to Annex 2 and Annex 2a of their Federal Climate Change Act, i.e. the Annual 
emission budgets in mt CO2e. 2022 and 2023 values are provided for all sectors excluding LULUCF, as well 
as energy, industry, buildings, transport, agriculture, and waste. Estonia describes their "Estonia 2035" 
action plan, which sets a GHG net emission target of 8 mt CO2e by 2035. Greece specifies a target of 
reaching national climate neutrality by 2050, while reducing ESR emissions by -22.7% by 2030 compared 
to 2005 levels. Finland has a renewable energy share target in transport of 34% by 2030, phasing out coal 
from energy production by 1 May 2029, and reducing emissions from agriculture by 29 % by 2035 
compared to the 2019 levels. France has set the objective of reducing its GHG emissions by at least 50% in 
2030 compared with 1990, reaching a target of approximately 270 MtCO2 eq. The Netherlands aims for a 
100% greenhouse gas reduction in 2050 compared to 1990 with an interim target of 55% greenhouse gas 
reduction in 2030, parallel to having 100% CO2- neutral electricity production by 2035. Croatia’s targets 
include reducing GHG emissions by at least 16.7% by 2030 compared to the 2005 level for non-ETS sectors 
while reducing ETS emissions by 62% by 2030 compared to 2005 levels. Hungary aims to reduce its gross 
GHG emissions by at least 50% to 47.5 mt CO2e by 2030 compared to 1990 and reducing ESR emissions 
from 47.2 mt CO2e (2005 baseline level) to 38.3 mt CO2e by 2030. Lithuania sets various sectoral targets 
for GHG emission reductions for 2030, including for transport (-14%), agriculture (-11%), industry (-19%), 
small scale energy (-26%), and waste management (-65%).  
 
Portugal also sets GHG emission reduction levels for 2030 compared to 2005 for various sectors, including 
services (-70%), residential (-35%), transport (-40%), agriculture (-11%), and waste and wastewater (-30%). 
Romania’s sectoral GHG emission reductions for 2030 compared with 1990 levels include waste (-30%), 
gross FEC (-38.3%), Energy supply and fugitive emissions (-87%), transport (-41%), buildings (-2%), industry 
(-77%), agriculture (-47%), and increasing removals (LULUCF) by 17%.  Sweden aims to have no net 
emissions of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere by 2045 and should thereafter achieve negative 
emissions, meaning that emissions from activities in Swedish territory are to be at least 85% lower by 2045 
compared with 1990 while being complemented my removals. For ESR, Sweden aims to decrease 
emissions by at least 63% by 2030 compared to 1990, of which 8% would be achieved through 
supplementary measures. The target for 2040 is a decrease of 75%, of which 2% would be achieved 
through supplementary measures. Slovenia’s ESR reduction targets cover the following 2030 targets 
compared to 1990 levels: transport (-1%), buildings and energy use in agriculture (-69%), agriculture (-3%), 
waste (-65%), manufacturing industries and construction and industrial processes (-40%), and energy 
industries and fugitive emissions (-35%). Slovakia mentions a national ESR reduction target of -22.7% (-
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17,885 mtCO2e) by 2035 covering the following sectors: domestic transport (excluding aviation), buildings, 
agriculture, small industry, and waste. 
 
Figure 8 provides an overview of the overarching themes that appear in at least five targets / objectives 
submitted by MS. 20 targets relate to GHG targets at national level with the Climate Change Act and 
Climate Law explicitly being mentioned in nine targets, referring to long-term climate neutrality plans and 
zero-net emission goals. Many targets dig into sectoral and gas-specific targets not covered in Table 1.  
 
Figure 8  Commonly occurring themes in national targets 
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3 Quality of the reported information on Progress towards targets GHG 

Reporting cycle 2025 was the second year for which Member States had to report decarbonization 
information under the Governance Regulation using Reportnet3. This section provides an overview of the 
automated and manual quality checks undertaken in this second reporting cycle. Note that at the time of 
writing this report, Belgium did not provide information on “Progress towards objectives, targets and 
contributions (Decarbonisation: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Removals)”. 

3.1 Capacity building support 

The EEA, ETC and European Commission provide a wide range of capacity building support to MS prior to 
the reporting phase. This includes the preparation of reporting guidelines, MS dataflow training and open-
door sessions to support with reporting. This section provides an overview of these activities and how they 
supported the quality assurance process. 

3.1.1 Reporting guidelines 

Reporting guidelines were developed and disseminated to lead reporters along with the opening of the 
dataflow. The reporting guidelines are available directly within the dataflow, as well as via the EEA Eionet 
portal. 
 
The guidelines provide a field-by-field overview of the technical requirements for reporting (data formats, 
statistical definitions), the purpose for reporting, as well as good examples. It furthermore provides 
technical guidance on using the reporting tools and submitting the data. 
 
Whilst statistics on number of users accessing the guidelines are not available, the data reported and the 
quality assurance process undertaken suggests that there are areas in which improvements can be made 
(see Section 4). 

3.1.2 Member State training 

The EEA-ETC provided technical trainings to lead reporters on 4 February 2025. The meeting was held 
online and allowed lead reporters as well as their supporting network to participate. The training provided 
a verbal guide as to the requirements for reporting (technical and thematic) as well as providing MS the 
chance to ask questions. The virtual meetings were recorded and posted online to allow reporters who 
were unable to attend the meetings to still have direct access to the training. These videos are available 
here: digital training videos. 
 
The training on mitigation covered Annex I and GHG Projections. It was attended by 52 Member State 
representatives and 9 EU institution representatives (including EEA / ETC hosts, European Commission, 
and Energy Community Secretariat). Additionally, 68 individuals have viewed the digital training video for 
renewable energy at the time of writing this report. 

3.1.3 Open-door sessions 

For the first time in 2025, the EEA organised “open-door” sessions with MS for the dataflow that were held 
on 13 and 14 March prior to the reporting deadline (15 March). The purpose of these meetings was to 
provide an open opportunity for MS to attend and ask any technical or thematic questions with the 
reporting process. It was organised owing to previous years’ experience, where issues are often most 
experienced closer to the reporting deadline. In addition to the open-door sessions the EEA organise ad-
hoc bilateral meetings with MS that request it to solve pressing specific issues. 
 

https://www.eionet.europa.eu/reportnet/docs/govreg/national-energy-and-climate-progress-reporting-necpr
https://www.eionet.europa.eu/reportnet/docs/govreg/national-energy-and-climate-progress-reporting-necpr
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL1_QSyumTz7BDCar7q2ZmvKvc-15Q5RVr
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The following EEA countries participated in the open-door sessions: CH, IS, EE, ES, SI. The average 
attendance time was 24 minutes. Overall, the initiative was seen as an effective way to resolve MS 
challenges more quickly and to resolve multiple MS questions via one explanation. It will be considered to 
conduct similar sessions in future years, however having also mid-term sessions and near-deadline 
sessions to allow further flexibility. Furthermore, the sessions will be notified further in advance to allow 
more MS to attend. 

3.2 Automated QA/QC procedure 

The automated QA/QC is undertaken in Reportnet 3, via a set of checks on completeness, consistency and 
data format. QCs are split into multiple levels of severity: 

• Warning: minor issue or simple notification, data can be submitted but Member States should 
check, 

• Error: clear issue, Member States are requested to check and amend where appropriate, however 
submission will not be blocked,  

• Blocker: serious issues, the data cannot be submitted without resolving issue. 

For the 2025 reporting cycle, 78 automated validation rules were configured in the dataflow, of which 75 
are blockers and 3 errors. The error checks are all in Table 3 and check the following:  

• That a description is provided if WAM data exist   

• That a description is included if a LULUCF commitment is stated in current NECP  

• That "unit" and "GWP" are filled in if a description is provided 

The blockers predominantly relate to providing a value to all mandatory value fields or filling in non-
mandatory value fields with a value or notation key.  

When reviewing the final submitted datasets in Reportnet 3, no QCs were pending from the validation 
results.  This typically indicates that validations were executed at the point of submission and that no 
warnings, errors or blockers remained in the final submitted datasets. 

3.2.1 Warning QCs 

No outstanding automated warning QCs following submission of Annex I data in Reportnet3. 

3.2.2 Error QCs 

No outstanding automated error QCs following submission of Annex I data in Reportnet3. 

3.2.3 Blocker QCs 

No outstanding automated blocker QCs following submission of Annex I data in Reportnet3. 

3.3 Manual QA/QC  

In the 2025 reporting cycle, a total of 76 findings were generated during the manual ETC-CM review 
process, a 34.5% decreased from the 116 findings the procedure yielded in 2023. Findings resulting from 
the validation checks were communicated to the Member States using a dedicated ComLog, and resolution 
(referred to as ‘solved’) typically occurred towards the end of the validation process. Further details 
regarding the specific quality control procedure can be found in Annex II.  
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Figure 9 and 10 provide an overview of the manual QA/QC findings in 2025 by type of check and Member 
State respectively. Completeness raised the largest number of issues (32 findings, 42.1%), followed by 
Accuracy (17 findings, 22,4%), Comparability (13 findings, 17.1%), and Consistency (10 findings, 13.2%). 
Four findings concerned all four types of checks. This year, most issues could be solved with the Member 
States during the process and only five issues were solved by the reviewers (four findings raised to Poland, 
and one to Malta). 

The ETC-CM raised an average of 2.9 questions per Member States in 2025 (not accounting for Belgium 
which did not provide any information in 2025), a significant decline from the average 4 questions per 
Member States raised in 2023. The number of findings for a specific Member States ranged from a 
minimum of one (Denmark, Romania) to a maximum of six (France). 

Figure 9  QA/QC findings by type of check - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 
 
 

Figure 10  QA/QC findings by Member States - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 

 



 
 

 

 

ETC-CM Report 2025/10  15   

3.3.1 Timeliness 

Timely submissions are crucial for ensuring the efficiency of the QA/QC process and meeting the reporting 
deadlines. This section highlights the durations and complexities involved in the validation process, 
emphasizing the importance of streamlined review procedures and prompt responses to enhance overall 
efficiency. 
 
According to the Governance Regulation, Member States are required to submit reports on 'Progress 
towards objectives, targets, and contributions (Decarbonization: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Removals)' by March 15 every two calendar years. Full compliance with this deadline was not achieved in 
2025. In addition to Belgium that did not provide data at the time of writing this report, Hungary, the 
Netherlands and Romania submitted later in March, whereas Cyprus, Denmark, Spain, France, Ireland, 
Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, and Slovakia submitted even later, between April 1 (Spain) and May 30 
(Slovakia). These initial delays led to subsequent delays in the QA/QC process.  
 
Figure 11 illustrates the duration of the QA/QC process, from initial data submission from the Member 
States to resolution. It showcases several key milestones, such as the Member States initial submission 
date, the first communication made to the Member States after initial data validation, hence kickstarting 
the findings resolution process, and the final communication date, concluding it. It also depicts the time 
(length of the bars) taken by the ETC-CM to conduct the second, third and fourth (only for Slovenia) 
validation rounds, and the time it took Member States to respond to the first, second, third, and fourth 
(only Slovenia) validation round. The first or initial validation round of Member States submitted data by 
the ETC-CM officially started on April 24, 2025, once majority of Member State had submitted their data, 
for those Member States that had submitted their data already (or later for those that had not). It lasted 
20 days on average, compared to 19 days in 2023. Furthermore, the average duration of ETC first data 
validation tended to decrease for late submissions, which is attributed to increased effort to adherence to 
the specified QA/QC timeframe in later months. 
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Figure 11  QA/QC validation process timeline: Member States data submission to resolution 

 

 

Notes:  Poland never provided answers to the issues raised in the first communication following the initial validation 
process by the ETC-CM. Belgium did not provide data during the 2025 QA/QC cycle. Very short time periods (1-2 
days) are barely visible on the graph because of the scale used.  

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 

 
 
Following the completion of initial data validation, the findings were compiled in ComLog which were sent 
to the respective Member States for review and response. On average, it took Member States about 16.6 
days to provide their response, a significant improvement compared to the average 27 days observed in 
2023. Response times varied from as little as 0 day (Luxembourg answered on the same day) to as much 
as 72 days (Czechia) or more if accounting for Poland which did not provide an answer at all. It is important 
to mention that Poland informed the ETC-CM reviewers that it was operating under significant staff 
shortages and as a result, all issues raised for Poland had to be solved by the reviewers at the end of the 
validation procedure. For comparison, in the 2023 cycles, the swiftest Member State to respond was 
Finland, who needed 2 days (and 9 in 2025), and the slowest were Malta and Denmark, who took 98 days 
each to answer. However, these two countries improved their timeliness in 2025, as Denmark needed only 
1 day and Malta only 3 days to respond. 

The validation process concluded after the 2nd – and thus conclusive – validation round by the ETC-CM 
experts for 13 out of 25 Member States (excluding Belgium that did not provide data and Poland that never 
provided an answer to the first validation round). Such resolution is achieved when the last validation 
round does not generate further comments. The remaining 12 Member States (Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, 
Croatia, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia and Slovakia) were asked 
to review their submission a second time. The second validation by ETC-CM took on average 11.5 days 
(varying) for countries for which a second answer was not necessary and the validation was therefore 
conclusive, and 14.2 days for countries which were then asked to provide further information. The average 
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response time to the second validation was 13.5 days, varying from one day (Slovakia, Luxembourg, Italy, 
Bulgaria) to 45 days (Austria). A third validation round was then conducted on countries updated 
information, which lasted on average 11.6 days for all countries for which it was conclusive, i.e. all but 
Slovenia. For Slovenia, the third validation lasted 31 days. The country provided its 3rd answer the following 
day, and the 4th and conclusive validation round lasted then less than a day. 

Finally, the total duration of the ETC-CM's validation process (all rounds) averaged 38.8 days per Member 
States in 2025, compared to 41 days in 2023. In contrast, the total revising and responding time by Member 
States averaged 22.2 days (not accounting for Poland which never answered until conclusion of the 2025 
cycle), a significant improvement compared to the average 44 days observed in 2023.  

3.3.2 Completeness 

Comprehensive and thorough reports are essential for conducting a robust evaluation of progress towards 
objectives, targets, and contributions in accordance with the Governance Regulation. This section focuses 
on identifying areas where completeness standards have been met and highlighting any gaps or potential 
areas for improvement.  

The manual QA/QC process entails three distinct completeness checks that are applied to reporting Table 
1, reporting Table 3, and reporting Table 4 respectively: 

1. Climate-Neutrality Target Year (Table 1, C1): This check assesses the completeness and 
transparency of Member States submissions on their climate neutrality target year. This involves 
semi-automatic validation for a four-digit year beyond 2024. If data is missing, manual contact 
with the Member States is initiated, referencing their NECPs for details. 

2. LULUCF Historical Emissions Data (Table 3, C1): This check assesses the completeness of Member 
States submissions related to historical LULUCF data. Semi-automatic checks verify additional 
details on drivers, methodologies, and enhancements. Manual checks are also performed by ETC-
CM for descriptive information, with possible requests for more details from Member States if 
needed. 

3. LULUCF Projected Emissions Data (Table 3, C1): This check assesses the completeness of Member 
States submissions regarding projected LULUCF data for WEM and WAM scenarios. Semi-
automatic checks verify details on the gap, mitigation impacts, and consistency. Manual checks by 
ETC-CM include reviewing descriptive information and requesting more details from Member 
States if needed. 

4. Sector Targets and objectives (Table 4, C1): This check assesses the completeness of Member 
States’ data as an initial step to ensure comparability across entries regarding the name of the 
national target(s)/objective(s), the sector(s) addressed, description, unit, and GWP used. It also 
provides an initial consistency check of the numerical values quantifying the additional national 
targets/objectives set in the current NECPs, as well as the reported current and projected progress 
under the different scenarios. 

These completeness checks are designed to ensure that Member States provide all necessary details about 
their climate neutrality targets and their historical and projected emissions data, contributing to a 
comprehensive and transparent analysis and evaluation process. Figure 12 below provides an overview of 
the findings generated by the completeness checks in 2025. A total of 32 findings were identified in 2025, 
slightly less than in 2023, where 34 issues were identified. Out of these 32 findings, 8 (25%) concerned 
Table 1, 18 (56.25%) Table 3, and 6 (18.75%) Table 4.  
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Figure 12 Overview of the manual Completeness checks findings - 2025 cycle 

  

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025 

Only two (6.25%) completeness issues related to Table 1 - one for Malta and one for Poland respectively - 
could not be resolved with the Member States in the communication process and had to be resolved by 
the ETC-CM reviewers. This is a significant improvement from reporting cycle 2023, where around 26% of 
completeness findings were solved by the ETC-CM experts. 

3.3.3 Transparency 

While there are currently no dedicated checks solely focused on assessing the transparency of the 
reported information, transparency has been treated as an integral, cross-cutting element. It has been 
closely intertwined with assessments of completeness, accuracy, consistency, and comparability within 
the reported data. 

As noted in Section 4 (Improving the Quality Assurance Procedure), a new check on transparency could be 
introduced to strengthen the QA/QC process. This check could be applied across all tables but would be 
particularly relevant for Table 3, where data included in Member States’ NECPs are sometimes not 
reported in this table, resulting in reduced transparency. 

It is important to note that all the issues identified in these assessments have direct implications for the 
transparency of the reported information. Our holistic approach ensures that transparency remains a 
fundamental aspect of our evaluation process, addressing its significance within the broader context of 
data quality and reliability. 

3.3.4 Accuracy 

The QA/QC process encompasses one accuracy check, designed to evaluate the precision and reliability of 
Member States submissions. This accuracy check is instrumental in evaluating the correctness and 
comprehensiveness of the data submitted by Member States concerning carbon removals for both, natural 
and technical sinks. The process combines automated validations with in-depth manual analyses, ensuring 
alignment with established goals and guidelines. The accuracy check is included in Table 1: 

Role of Removals in Net Carbon (Table 1, C2): This check evaluates the accuracy and completeness of 
Member States submissions regarding net carbon removals. Semi-automatic checks validate valid numeric 
input, while manual checks involve ensuring the values align with the target year and categorizing removal 
types (geological, land-based, or product-based). 
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Figure 13 below provides an overview of the QA/QC findings related to accuracy. A total of 17 accuracy 
issues were identified with the dedicated checks, a significant improvement from the 32 findings recorded 
in 2023. The totality of the accuracy issues found in 2025 could be resolved with the Member States in the 
communication process. Identified accuracy issues were distributed among 16 different Member States. 

Figure 13  Overview of the manual Accuracy checks findings - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 

 

3.3.5 Consistency 

Consistency is a pivotal aspect of data quality in the QA/QC process, and it constitutes a fundamental 
validation component spanning the three reporting tables (1, 3, and 4). Consistency ensures that the data 
submitted by Member States aligns with standardized criteria, hence enabling a reliable and coherent 
analysis of progress towards climate objectives. 

The QA/QC process includes the three consistency checks detailed below, each aimed at evaluating the 
coherence and conformity of Member States submissions: 

1. National GHG Emissions Target (Table 1, C3): This check focuses on evaluating the consistency 
and comparability of Member States submissions regarding their GHG emissions targets for 2030 
and beyond. Checks include verifying numerical values for specific years and scopes, as well as the 
inclusion of indirect CO2 emissions. Manual checks involve cross-referencing targets with the final 
NECP and addressing "no" responses for indirect CO2 emissions. 

2. LULUCF Commitment as Stated in the Current NECP (Table 3, C2): This check assesses the 
accuracy and consistency of Member States submissions related to the LULUCF commitment in 
their NECP. Semi-automatic checks confirm comprehensive information, including description, 
unit, GWP, and quantities for specific years. Manual checks are conducted to rectify missing or 
inconsistent data in alignment with the NECP. 

3. Consistency in Reporting Additional National Targets (Table 4, C6): This check focuses on 
evaluating the consistency of numerical values for additional national targets and objectives, as 
well as current and projected progress in different scenarios. Semi-automatic checks verify data 
for specific years and scenarios. Manual checks involve in-depth analysis to ensure the consistency 
of reported values across various contexts. 

Figure 14 illustrates the findings of the consistency checks conducted as part of the manual 2025 QA/QC 
process. A total of 10 consistency issues were identified in 2025 (compared to 24 in 2023), out of which 9 
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(90%) concerned reporting Table 1 and one (10%) concerned reporting Table 4. The latter is the only one 
that had to be solved by the ETC-CM reviewers. 

Figure 14  Overview of the manual Consistency checks findings - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025 

 

3.3.6 Comparability 

A set of comprehensive comparability checks has been established to systematically assess the robustness 
and comparability of the data submitted by Member States in Table 3 and 4. These checks are instrumental 
in systematically assessing the alignment and robustness of Member States data related to their LULUCF 
commitment, as well as their national targets and objectives, current progress, and projected progress 
under various scenarios, all as detailed in their current NECP. The criteria established in these checks, 
described below, ensure a consistent and methodical evaluation, contributing to a transparent and 
coherent tracking of progress toward achieving climate goals.  

1. LULUCF Commitment as Stated in the Current NECP (Table 3, C2): Within the same check on 
Consistency (Table 3, C2), this check assesses the accuracy and consistency of Member States 
submissions related to the LULUCF commitment in their NECP. Semi-automatic checks confirm 
comprehensive information, including description, unit, GWP, and quantities for specific years. 
Manual checks are conducted to rectify missing or inconsistent data in alignment with the NECP. 

2. Name of National Target/Objective (Table 4, C1): This check requires Member States to specify 
sectors addressed in additional national targets. Checked semi-automatically by verifying the 
sector names provided. 

3. Sector(s) Addressed (Table 4, C2): For this check to be successfully passed, Member States must 
detail the sectors addressed in additional national targets. Semi-automatic check verifies sector 
names. 

4. Description (Table 4, C3): Member States should provide a textual description, including progress 
assessment if needed. Semi-automatic verification of the description text. 

5. Unit of Measurement (Table 4, C4): Member States must indicate units used for additional 
national targets, aligning with historical and projected data units. Semi-automatic check confirms 
unit consistency. 

6. GWP Utilized (Table 4, C5): Member States must specify GWP reference (AR4, AR5 or AR6) for 
calculating GHG emissions in additional national targets. Semi-automatic verification of GWP 
reference text. 
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For all the above checks, manual checks involve seeking additional information from Member States on 
national targets, examining potential inconsistencies with the information reported in other sections, and 
scrutinizing deviations from the set targets.  

Figure 15 illustrates the distribution of comparability issues identified in the manual 2025 QA/QC process 
across several dimension (resolution, reporting table concerned, Member States). It shows that a total of 
13 issues were identified, a decreased compared to the 26 comparability findings recorded in 2023. These 
13 comparability findings can be attributed to 11 distinct Member States and 12 of them (92.3%) could be 
resolved with the Member States in the communication process. Only one issue (7.7%) had to be solved 
by the ETC-CM reviewers. Most comparability issues concerned reporting Table 4 (11 out of 13, 84,6%), 
while only 2 (15.4%) related to reporting Table 3. 

Figure 15  Overview of the manual QA/QC Comparability findings - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 

 

3.3.7 Cross-Table Checks 

In the 2025 QA/QC manual process, a total of four findings were identified that simultaneously related to 
Completeness, Accuracy, Consistency and Comparability. As illustrated in figure 16 below, these findings 
concerned four distinct Member States (Ireland, Latvia, Slovenia, and Poland) and spanned across all 
reporting tables covered in this dataflow. Specifically, two findings were associated with Table 4, while 
one finding each related to Table 1 and Table 3. Among these, only one finding required resolution by the 
ETC-CM reviewers, while the others were addressed directly by the Member States. 

Figure 16  Overview of the manual QA/QC findings related to all checks - 2025 cycle 

 

Source:  ETC-CM, 2025. 
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4 Improving the quality assurance procedure 

As part of a continuous improvement of the quality process, this section provides recommendations for 
possible improvements that can be made to various parts of the reporting process. This section covers the 
online reporting tool (Reportnet 3), as well as the manual reporting elements. Recommendations on the 
manual QA/QC reflect the experience of the ETC support as well as feedback gathered from stakeholders. 

4.1 Online reporting tool (Reportnet3) 

Relevant aspect of tool Problem experienced  Recommendation of update 

Schema design 

Missing data and error handling Implement reminder checks for 
errors and missing data 

Resubmission process Introduce automated resubmission 
request notifications 

Import design 

No mechanism for partial data 
uploads 

Develop targeted data-update 
functionality and request 

Reportnet Excel import template 
allow for invalid data entry 

Update Reportnet Excel import 
templates with stricter validation 
rules 

Automated QC design 

QC checks insufficiently 
communicated to users 

Improve visibility of automated QC 
results and flags 

Lack of notification for QC 
errors/warnings 

Enable automatic QC notifications 
to MSs and streamlined 
communications 

The online reporting tool (Reportnet 3) plays a central role in ensuring the quality, completeness and 
consistency of the data submitted by Member States. The 2025 reporting cycle benefited from a 
significantly expanded set of automatic QC checks, with 78 built-in controls applied across the three tables 
of the Annex I dataflow (cardinality checks, numeric validations, link-list verification, mutual exclusivity 
rules, and mandatory table checks). 

These checks greatly enhance the ability to detect structural inconsistencies at the point of submission. 
However, several challenges remain, particularly around the visibility of QC feedback, the complexity of 
the import process, and the absence of targeted update mechanisms. Addressing these issues will improve 
the overall user experience and strengthen quality assurance, especially as the reporting obligations 
become more data intensive. 

Schema design 

1. Missing data and error handling. Although Reportnet 3 includes numerous field-level checks (e.g. 
mandatory value checks such as V001, V050, V114; mutually exclusive reporting rules such as 
R001–R006 and R050–R054), Member States are not actively notified when mandatory fields 
remain empty or blocked entries prevent submission. 

Recommendation: Implement reminder checks. Introduce automatic prompts that alert Member 
States when required fields remain unfilled or when blocker-level errors persist. This would reduce 
last-minute corrections and improve first-submission quality. 

2. Resubmission process. Resubmissions continue to rely heavily on manual communication. While 
automatic QC flags appear in the interface, Member States do not receive explicit notifications 
when datasets require resubmission. 
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Recommendation: Automated resubmission notifications. Integrate a notification system that 
informs Member States when a resubmission is needed (e.g. after ETC review or after new QC 
blocker issues are detected), reducing delays linked to communication gaps. 

Import design  

1. No mechanism for partial data uploads. There is currently no feature allowing Member States to 
modify individual data points without resubmitting the entire table, even when only one QC failure 
(blocker or error) is triggered. 
 
Recommendation: Develop targeted update functionality. Enable partial updates so that Member 
States can correct isolated issues (e.g. one field failing V053 or R105) without re-uploading entire 
tables, thereby reducing administrative burden. 
 

2. Reportnet Excel import template allow for invalid data entry. Validation rules in the Reportnet 
Excel import template should be strengthened to support at an early stage the automated and 
manual QA/QC process, precenting invalid data submissions (e.g., negative values where positive 
values should only be reported).  
 
Recommendation: Update Reportnet Excel import templates with stricter validation rules. This 
includes adding stricter data validation (numeric fields with defined ranges, mandatory dropdown 
lists for notation keys, required fields enforced at import stage, and prevention of non-permissible 
entries). Strengthening the import-template validation would prevent many of the structural 
issues currently identified only after upload and would improve first-submission data quality. 
  

Automated QC design 

Reportnet 3 now implements a comprehensive QC system including: 

• Field cardinality checks (e.g. V001, V050, V114) 

• Numeric type validations (e.g. V002, V054, V100) 

• Link-list membership checks (e.g. V004, V067, V101) 

• Mandatory table checks (e.g. T001, T050, TB86) 

• Logical rules such as mutually exclusive fields (e.g. R001–R004) 

• Consistency rules ensuring correct application of notation keys and reporting logic (e.g. R055, 
R106–R109) 

These checks significantly improve data quality, yet two main challenges remain: 

1. QC messages are not sufficiently visible to Member States. Although QC checks run 
automatically, reported that messages and error codes (e.g. V003, R102, R057) are not 
prominently displayed or are difficult to interpret. 
 
Recommendation: Improve visibility and guidance. Provide clear QC summaries, with descriptions 
and links to affected fields, including user-friendly explanations of each code (e.g. V014, R103, 
V068). 
 

2. No automatic QC notifications. Member States are not notified when QC warnings/errors appear 
after data upload, which delays corrections. 
 
Recommendation: Enable QC notifications. Activate automatic email or platform notifications 
whenever blocker-level or error-level QC flags are triggered, enabling faster responses. 
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As presented in the Manual QA/QC section, a significantly larger share of findings was resolved directly 
with Member States during the 2025 communication process compared with 2023. In other words, a much 
smaller share of findings required resolution by ETC-CM experts in 2025. Furthermore, the total number 
of issues raised decreased substantially, indicating a clear improvement in Member States’ ability to 
provide high-quality information 

4.2 Reporter guidelines & training  

Relevant 
aspect of 
document 

Problem experienced  Recommendation of update 

Section 3 

In some cases, MS appear to misinterpret certain 
reporting fields as outlined in the guidance. This 
issue is particularly evident when targets are 
conflated with progress in implementation, as 
described in the instructions for field 3 (pp. 19): 
“Member States have to provide quantified 
levels of total GHG emissions to be achieved in 
2030, 2040, and 2050, in ktCO2e. Where 
available, Member States have to provide the 
total levels without LULUCF and international 
aviation, including LULUCF and excluding 
international aviation, and including both 
LULUCF and international aviation.” 

Refine the guidance to clearly distinguish 
between “targets” and “quantified levels of 
emissions,” ensuring MS do not conflate the 
two. Clarified definitions and examples should 
be added. 

The use of Notation Keys (NK), which is a 
valuable tool for reporting on decarbonization, is 
currently not explained in the reporter guidance. 
Consequently, many MS have left numerous 
cells blank, which has posed challenges during 
the QA/QC process. 

To update the guidance to include a clear 
description of how to use NK. Furthermore, it is 
advisable to encourage MS to utilize these keys 
to indicate when information is not available, 
not applicable, or confidential, among other 
relevant categories. This will enhance the 
completeness and clarity of the reports and 
facilitate a more effective QA/QC process. 

Use of 
Notation 
Keys (NK) 

The use of NK in the reporter guidance lacks 
clarity. As a result, many MS leave cells blank 
instead of indicating the correct NK, or overuse 
NK when the information is readily available.  

Update the guidance to include clear 
instructions on the use of NK and encourage MS 
to report data whenever available, and to only 
use NK when strictly applicable (e.g. NA, NE, NR, 
NI, NC). Encourage explicit NK reporting rather 
than blank fields. 

Reporting 
workflow 

MS are not always aware of the expected 
timeline for responding to findings, follow-ups, 
escalations, and final closure dates. 

Include in the guidance a clear timeline: 
expected number of days for MS responses, 
rules for follow-ups, escalation procedure for 
EEA-flagged/escalated, and the reference date 
for closure of findings and closure of the QA/QC 
process. 

Based on the experience of the second reporting cycle (2025), several improvements to the reporter 
guidance are recommended. First, clearer explanations are needed to prevent misinterpretation of key 
fields, particularly regarding the difference between reporting “targets” and reporting quantified 
emission levels. Second, explicit instructions on the use of notation keys (NK) should be added, as the 
overuse of NK, or blank fields and insufficient use of NK has hindered the completeness review and 
reduced transparency. MS should be strongly encouraged to report data whenever available and to use 
NK only when strictly justified. Finally, the reporting workflow should integrate a clear timeline, including 
deadlines for replies, follow-ups, escalation rules, and final closure dates, to ensure a more structured 
and timely QA/QC process. 
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4.3 Reviewer guidelines 

Relevant aspect 
of document 

Problem experienced  Recommendation of update 

Reviewer 
Guidelines 
Revision - Overall 

A general revision of the reviewer guidelines is 
needed to reflect lessons learned during the 
second reporting cycle and to incorporate 
structural improvements. 

Conduct a full update of the Reviewer 
Guidelines to integrate new checks, 
clarify procedures, and align with the 
revised QA/QC framework for the third 
reporting cycle. 

New 
Completeness 
Check for Table 4 

The absence of a dedicated completeness check 
for Table 4 resulted in difficulties establishing a 
consistent baseline before assessing 
comparability and consistency. 

Introduce in the text a formal 
completeness check for Table 4 to ensure 
all required fields are populated before 
assessing comparability or consistency. 

Separation of 
Comparability and 
Consistency 
Checks for Table 3 

In the current guidelines, comparability and 
consistency are combined under a single check 
in Table 3, C2. This limits the clarity and 
specificity of findings. 

Revise the Reviewer Guidelines so that 
comparability and consistency are 
assessed as two distinct checks for Table 
3. 

Reclassification of 
“LULUCF 
Commitment in 
the Current 
NECP” Checks 

Checks under “2. LULUCF Commitment as stated 
in the NECP (Table 3, C2)” are currently assigned 
as consistency/comparability checks, although 
they relate predominantly to transparency. 

Reclassify these checks under a new 
transparency category, ensuring 
alignment with the purpose of assessing 
discrepancies between NECP content and 
reported data. 

New 
Transparency 
Check for Table 3 
(alternative) 

Alternatively, to the former, adding a 
transparency check instead.  

Introduce a new transparency check for 
Table 3, specifically assessing alignment 
between reported values and information 
in the current NECP. 

Update of GWP 
Comparability 
Check in Table 4 

The GWP comparability check (C5) only covers 
AR4 and AR5. However, MS may increasingly use 
AR6. 

Expand the GWP comparability check 
formally to include AR6, ensuring the 
guidelines remain up to date with current 
IPCC assessment cycles. 

Rule on Raising 
One Finding per 
Table and per 
Check Type 

Inconsistent reviewer practice was observed, 
particularly when multiple issues were grouped 
into a single finding. This reduces clarity of 
reporting and complicates the closure process. 

Add explicit instructions requiring 
reviewers to raise one finding per table 
and per check type (Completeness, 
Accuracy, Consistency, Comparability, 
Transparency), avoiding merging or 
grouping findings. 

Reviewer 
Communication 
with MS 

In some instances, MS have either taken an 
excessive amount of time to respond to 
communications sent by the ETC-CM during the 
reviewing process or have failed to provide any 
response. This lack of timely response or non-
response presents a challenge in the review 
process, as it can lead to delays and hinder 
effective data validation. 

Introduce a clear escalation procedure for 
slow or non-responses, detailing when 
and how ETC-CM should flag or escalate 
to the EEA, and specifying response-time 
expectations for MS.  

During the second QA/QC cycle, it became clear that the reviewer guidelines require substantial 
reinforcement. Several new checks, particularly for Table 3 and Table 4, were identified as essential to 
strengthening the assessment of completeness, comparability, consistency, and transparency. The 
updated guidelines should incorporate the newly proposed check types, ensure precise definitions, and 
establish uniform reviewer practices. 

Furthermore, the introduction of a transparency check for Table 3 and/or the reclassification of LULUCF-
related checks marks an important refinement that better reflects the nature of these assessments, which 
relate to discrepancies between reported data and information already present in national NECPs. 
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The formal inclusion of AR6 in the GWP comparability check ensures the framework remains aligned with 
evolving scientific standards. In addition, the guidelines should now explicitly require reviewers to raise 
one finding per table and per check type, thereby improving clarity, traceability, and communication with 
Member States. 

Finally, communication procedures with MS should be strengthened, including rules on flagging and 
escalation where responses are significantly delayed or absent. 

4.4 Reviewer tools (excel check file, MS ComLog) 

Relevant aspect 
of tools 

Problem experienced  Recommendation of update 

Excel QC Checking 
File 

If the proposed updated Excel 
template used by MS for Reportnet3 
were implemented, the current QC 
file would not align with the new 
validation structure. Examples 
include missing strict data validation 
rules (e.g. allowing non-numeric or 
implausible entries in year fields). 

Once the Reportnet3 MS import template is 
modified, revise the Excel QC file to fully align with 
the new structure. This includes adding strict 
validation rules (numeric types, 
minimum/maximum year ranges, restricted 
permissible values), dropdown lists where 
applicable, and harmonised field structures. 

MS 
Communication 
Log (ComLog) 

Keep the ComLog updated to fully 
reflect updated checks or reporting-
year structures. 

Revise ComLog to include new check types 
(including transparency), updated communication 
categories, and automatic validation aligned with 
the revised Reviewer Guidelines and QA/QC 
workflow. 

Monitoring QAQC 
Decarbonisation 

Lack of clear deadlines for MS 
communications and escalations in 
the monitoring tool. 

Revise the monitoring tool to incorporate strict 
deadlines for MS responses, follow-up reminders, 
escalation triggers, and recording of closure dates – 
fully aligned with the revised reviewer 
communication procedure. 

 

The second reporting cycle confirmed the need to improve and better align reviewer tools with the 
evolving QA/QC framework. Strengthening validation rules in the Reportnet Excel import template has 
been proposed as part of the automated QA/QC improvements. If implemented, a corresponding revision 
of the Excel QC Checking File will be required to ensure full technical alignment. 

The ComLog should be updated to reflect the introduction of new check types, particularly completeness 
and transparency, and to maintain consistency with the revised communication protocols. Likewise, the 
monitoring tool should incorporate hard deadlines and escalation rules to ensure a disciplined 
communication process with Member States. These improvements will support a more structured, 
accurate, and efficient QA/QC workflow.  
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List of abbreviations 

AT Austria 

BE Belgium 

BG Bulgaria 

C Check 

ComLog Communication Log 

CY Cyprus 

CZ Czech Republic 

DE Germany 

DK Denmark 

EE Estonia 

EEA European Environment Agency 

EL Greece 

ES Spain 

ETC-CM European Topic Centre on Climate Change Mitigation 

FEC Final energy consumption 

FI Finland 

FR France 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GWP Global Warming Potential 

HR Croatia 

HU Hungary 

IE Ireland 

IT Italy 

LT Lithuania 

LU Luxembourg 

LV Latvia 

MS Member State(s) 

MT Malta 

NECP National Energy and Climate Plan(s) 

NK Notation Keys 

NL Netherlands 

PEC Primary energy consumption 

PL Poland 

PT Portugal 

QAQC Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

RED Renewable Energy Directive 

RO Romania 

SE Sweden 

SI Slovenia 

SK Slovakia 

WAM With additional measures 

WEM With existing measures 
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Annex I – Automated QCs 

Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table1 reportingElement Field cardinality Checks if the field is missing or empty The value must not be missing or empty 
[V001] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2030 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V002] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2040 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V005] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2050 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V008] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 reportingElement Field cardinality Checks if the field is missing or empty The value must not be missing or empty 
[V050] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 reportingYearMinus3 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V054] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 reportingYearMinus2 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V057] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYear Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V060] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYearPlus5 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V063] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYearPlus10 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V066] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingYearMinus3 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V102] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingYearMinus2 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V104] 

BLOCKER 
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Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table4 tYear Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V106] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 tYearPlus5 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V108] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 tYearPlus10 Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V110] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutrality XC001 4-digit integer should be inserted that is 
higher than reporting year for 'Climate 
neutrality' 

4-digit integer should be inserted that is 
higher than reporting year for 'Climate 
neutrality' [XC001] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutrality Field type 
NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
DECIMAL 

The value is not a valid whole or decimal 
number [V014] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2030Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V004] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2040Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V007] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2050Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V010] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 areIndirectCO2EmissionsIncluded Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V015] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 reportingYearMinus3Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V056] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 reportingYearMinus2Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V059] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYearNotation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V062] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYearPlus5Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V065] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 tYearPlus10Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V067] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 targetId Field type 
NUMBER - 
INTEGER 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
INTEGER 

The value is not a valid whole number 
[V100] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingYearMinus3Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V103] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingYearMinus2Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V105] 

BLOCKER 
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Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table4 tYearNotation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V107] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 tYearPlus5Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V109] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 tYearPlus10Notation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V111] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 GWP Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V053] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R001 "year2030" or "year2030Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"year2030" or "year2030Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R001] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R002 "year2040" or "year2040Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"year2040" or "year2040Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R002] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R003 "year2050" or "year2050Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"year2050" or "year2050Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R003] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R050 "reportingYearMinus3" or 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"reportingYearMinus3" or 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R050] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R051 "reportingYearMinus2" or 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"reportingYearMinus2" or 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R051] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R052 "tYear" or "tYearNotation" must be filled 
up, but not both 

"tYear" or "tYearNotation" must be filled 
up, but not both [R052] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R053 "tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus5Notation" must 
be filled up, but not both 

"tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus5Notation" must 
be filled up, but not both [R053] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R054 "tYearPlus10" or "tYearPlus10Notation" 
must be filled up, but not both 

"tYearPlus10" or "tYearPlus10Notation" 
must be filled up, but not both [R054] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R100 "reportingYearMinus3" or 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"reportingYearMinus3" or 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R100] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R101 "reportingYearMinus2" or 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both 

"reportingYearMinus2" or 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
filled up, but not both [R101] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R102 "tYear" or "tYearNotation" must be filled 
up, but not both 

"tYear" or "tYearNotation" must be filled 
up, but not both [R102] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R103 "tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus5Notation" must 
be filled up, but not both 

"tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus5Notation" must 
be filled up, but not both [R103] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R104 "tYearPlus10" or "tYearPlus10Notation" 
must be filled up, but not both 

"tYearPlus10" or "tYearPlus10Notation" 
must be filled up, but not both [R104] 

BLOCKER 
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Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutrality V016 "targetYearForClimateNeutrality" should 
remain empty for 'National GHG target (for 
2030 and beyond)' 

"targetYearForClimateNeutrality" should 
remain empty for 'National GHG target (for 
2030 and beyond)' [V016] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 areIndirectCO2EmissionsIncluded V017 "areindirectco2emissionsincluded" should 
remain empty for 'Climate neutrality' and 
'Role of removals' 

"areindirectco2emissionsincluded" should 
remain empty for 'Climate neutrality' and 
'Role of removals' [V017] 

BLOCKER 

ReportingYear   Mandatory table 
records check 

When a table is marked as mandatory, 
checks at least one record is added 

Mandatory table has no records BLOCKER 

ReportingYear reportingYear Field type 
NUMBER - 
INTEGER 

Checks if the field is a valid NUMBER - 
INTEGER 

The value is not a valid whole number BLOCKER 

Table1   Mandatory table 
records check 

When a table is marked as mandatory, 
checks at least one record is added 

Mandatory table has no records [T001] BLOCKER 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutrality V018 Please report removals as a negative value 
for 'Role of removals' 

Please report removals as a negative value 
for 'Role of removals' [V018] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   Mandatory table 
records check 

When a table is marked as mandatory, 
checks at least one record is added 

Mandatory table has no records [T050] BLOCKER 

Table3   R055 "unit", "GWP", "reportingYearMinu3", 
"reportingYearMinu2", "tYear", 
"tYearPlus5", "tYearPlus10" should remain 
empty for 'Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry', 'Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry in the WEM scenario' and 'Land 
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry in the 
WAM scenario' 

"unit", "GWP", "reportingYearMinu3", 
"reportingYearMinu2", "tYear", 
"tYearPlus5", "tYearPlus10" should remain 
empty for 'Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry', 'Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry in the WEM scenario' and 'Land 
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry in the 
WAM scenario' [R055] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 Description V068 Please check that this reporting element is 
not applicable. If WAM scenario exists, you 
are obliged to provide a description. 

Please check that this reporting element is 
not applicable. If WAM scenario exists, you 
are obliged to provide a description. [V068] 

ERROR 

Table3   R057 If "unit", "GWP" or "reportingYearMinu3" 
or "reportingYearMinu2" or "tYear" or 
"tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus10" are filled, 
then the "description" should be reported 
for 'LULUCF commitment stated in current 
NECP' 

If "unit", "GWP" or "reportingYearMinu3" 
or "reportingYearMinu2" or "tYear" or 
"tYearPlus5" or "tYearPlus10" are filled, 
then the "description" should be reported 
for 'LULUCF commitment stated in current 
NECP' [R057] 

ERROR 

Table3   R058 if "description" is reported, then "unit" and 
"GWP" are mandatory for 'LULUCF 
commitment stated in current NECP' 

if "description" is reported, then "unit" and 
"GWP" are mandatory for 'LULUCF 
commitment stated in current NECP' [R058] 

ERROR 

Table4   Table type 
uniqueConstraint 

Checks if targetId and reportingElement are 
uniques within table 

The combination of the fields "targetId" 
and "reportingElement" must be unique 
within table [TU100] 

BLOCKER 
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Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table4 targetId V113 "targetId" value should be between 1 and 
30 

"targetId" value should be between 1 and 
30 [V113] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 GWP Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V101] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R105 If "nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective" is 
filled, "sectorsAddressed", "description", 
"unit" and "GWP" are mandatory to report. 
If no target exists please delete the row.  

If "nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective" is 
filled, "sectorsAddressed", "description", 
"unit" and "GWP" are mandatory to report. 
If no target exists please delete the row. 
[R105] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R004 "year2030", "year2040" and "year2050" 
should remain empty for 'Climate 
neutrality' 

"year2030", "year2040" and "year2050" 
should remain empty for 'Climate 
neutrality' [R004] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R106 "nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective", 
"sectorsAddressed", "description", "unit" 
and "GWP" should remain empty for 
'Current progress', 'Projected progress 
under WEM scenario' and 'Projected 
progress under WAM scenario' 

"nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective", 
"sectorsAddressed", "description", "unit" 
and "GWP" should remain empty for 
'Current progress', 'Projected progress 
under WEM scenario' and 'Projected 
progress under WAM scenario' [R106] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R107 "reportingYearMinus3", 
"reportingYearMinus2", should remain 
empty for  'Projected progress under WEM 
scenario' and 'Projected progress under 
WAM scenario' 

"reportingYearMinus3", 
"reportingYearMinus2", should remain 
empty for  'Projected progress under WEM 
scenario' and 'Projected progress under 
WAM scenario' [R107] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R108 "tYear", "tYearPlus5", "tYearPlus10", should 
remain empty for 'Current progress' 

"tYear", "tYearPlus5", "tYearPlus10", should 
remain empty for 'Current progress' [R108] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R005 "areIndirectCO2EmissionsIncluded" must 
be filled if "year2030" or "year2040" or 
"year2050" are filled 

"areIndirectCO2EmissionsIncluded" must 
be filled if "year2030" or "year2040" or 
"year2050" are filled [R005] 

BLOCKER 

Table3 Description V069 "descriptiion" is mandatory for 'Land Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry' and 'Land 
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry in the 
WEM scenario' 

"descriptiion" is mandatory for 'Land Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry' and 'Land 
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry in the 
WEM scenario' [V069] 

BLOCKER 

Table4   R109 "reportingYearMinus3Notation", 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation", 
"tYearNotation", "tYearPlus5Notation" and 
"tYearPlus10Notation", should not be filled 
when "nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective" 
is empty 

"reportingYearMinus3Notation", 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation", 
"tYearNotation", "tYearPlus5Notation" and 
"tYearPlus10Notation", should not be filled 
when "nameOfNationalTargetOrObjective" 
is empty [R109] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2030 V003 Please report removals as a negative value Please report removals as a negative value 
[V003] 

BLOCKER 
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Table Field QC Name QC Description Message Type of QC 

Table1 year2040 V006 Please report removals as a negative value Please report removals as a negative value 
[V006] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 year2050 V009 Please report removals as a negative value Please report removals as a negative value 
[V009] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 targetId Field cardinality Checks if the field is missing or empty The value must not be missing or empty 
[V114] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingElement Field cardinality Checks if the field is missing or empty The value must not be missing or empty 
[V112] 

BLOCKER 

Table4 reportingElement Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V115] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutralityNotation Field type LINK Checks if the record based on criteria is 
valid LINK 

The value is not a valid member of the 
referenced list. [V019] 

BLOCKER 

Table1   R006 "targetYearForClimateNeutrality" or 
"targetYearForClimateNeutralityNotation" 
must be filled up, but not both 

"targetYearForClimateNeutrality" or 
"targetYearForClimateNeutralityNotation" 
must be filled up, but not both [R006] 

BLOCKER 

Table1 targetYearForClimateNeutrality V020 "targetYearForClimateNeutralityNotation" 
should remain empty for 'National GHG 
target (for 2030 and beyond)' 

"targetYearForClimateNeutrality" should 
remain empty for 'National GHG target (for 
2030 and beyond)' [V016] 

BLOCKER 

Table3   R059 "reportingYearMinus3", 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation", 
"reportingYearMinus2" and 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
empty for "LULUCF commitment in 
National GHG emissions target" 
reportingElement 

"reportingYearMinus3", 
"reportingYearMinus3Notation", 
"reportingYearMinus2" and 
"reportingYearMinus2Notation" must be 
empty for "LULUCF commitment in 
National GHG emissions target" 
reportingElement [R059] 

BLOCKER 
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Annex II – Manual QCs 

The ETC-CM, in its approach to quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC), employs a series of checks 
to meticulously validate Member States data on decarbonization, ensuring the utmost accuracy and 
reliability. These checks are structured around a dual-methodology approach. Initially, a semi-automatic 
check is executed to expedite the process, followed by a pivotal phase of manual evaluation, which delves 
deeper into the data, meticulously identifying any potential discrepancies. These manual evaluations 
constitute a fundamental aspect of the assessment process, involving an exhaustive cross-referencing of 
specific data presented by Member States in tables and on Reportnet with the corresponding data outlined 
in the NECP of each Member States. This rigorous manual scrutiny is integral to the commitment to data 
accuracy and integrity.  

The following table provides a comprehensive overview of the diverse checks undertaken, clearly 
distinguishing between the automated and manual dimensions of the rigorous QA/QC process. 

In essence, the manual QC process comprises the following evaluations, each designed to complement the 
automated checks: 

1. Data Verification Against NECPs: 

• Central to the manual validation process is the meticulous verification of data provided by MD in 
their tables and submissions on Reportnet. This verification entails a detailed comparison of this 
data with the information specified in their respective NECP. 

• This rigorous comparison enables the ETC-CM to assess the consistency and alignment of the 
reported data with the strategic objectives and targets articulated in the NECPs. It provides a 
holistic view of each Member States progress towards achieving decarbonization goals. 

2. Alignment with National Targets: 

• The manual checks place a strong emphasis on ensuring that the data reported by Member States 
not only complies with reporting guidelines but also aligns seamlessly with the national 
decarbonization targets as outlined in their NECPs. 

• This alignment is of paramount importance as it serves as a key indicator of each Member States 
commitment and effectiveness in working towards GHG reduction and overall decarbonization 
objectives. 

3. Identification of Discrepancies: 

• In instances where discrepancies between the reported data and the NECP come to light, the 
dedicated validation team documents these inconsistencies. 

• This documentation serves as a foundation for subsequent investigation and resolution, ensuring 
a transparent and accountable data validation process. 

• Notably, these findings are communicated to Member States through COMLOGs, facilitating a 
clear and open channel for issue resolution. It is essential to highlight that reviewers do not 
manually modify data within the dataflow during the QC process, maintaining the integrity of the 
original data while addressing discrepancies. 
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Check  Description Criteria Semi-automatic check Manual check 

Table 1: Current and projected national progress towards the national greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets in view of climate-neutrality 

COMPLETENESS:  
[C1 Target year] 

Assess completeness and 
transparency of MS 
submissions of their 
climate-neutrality target 
year (mandatory, if 
applicable). 

MS should report the year in 
which they expect to achieve 
climate-neutrality as regulated 
in the Union law. 
 

•Checking that a four-digit integer is 
inserted (YYYY).  
•Checking that the integer is equal or 
greater than 2024. 

If information is not provided, the ETC-CM 
inquires the MS to obtain details on their 
climate neutrality targets, referencing the 
NECP of the respective country. 

ACCURACY:  
[C2 Role of removals] 

Assess the accuracy and 
completeness of MS 
submissions concerning 
net carbon removals, 
encompassing both 
natural and technical 
sinks, as relevant. 

If national total GHG emissions 
target for 2030, 2040 or 2050 is 
in place, MS should report in 
Table 1 the total estimated 
removals for the target year 
respectively in ktCO2e. 
 

•Checking that an integer or float is 
inserted. 
•Checking that the number is a 
negative value. 

Considering the information on in the NECP, 
the ETC-CM inquires the MS to: 

▪ Verify that the absolute value of the 
number of removals does not exceed 
the total value for the target. 

▪ Ascertaining the nature of the 
removals (whether geological, land-
based or product based). 

 

CONSISTENCY:  
[C3 National GHG emissions 
target] 

Assess consistency and 
comparability of MS 
submissions regarding 
their total GHG 
emissions targets for 
2030 and beyond. 

MS should indicate, confirm, 
national economy-wide GHG 
emissions targets for 2030 and 
beyond. MS must indicate in 
Table 1 whether indirect CO2 
emissions are included in the 
target figure by selecting 
Yes/No. 

•Checking that an integer or float is 
inserted for 2030, 2040 and 2050, for at 
least one of the three different scopes: 
excluding both LULUCF and 
international aviation, including 
LULUCF and excluding national 
aviation, and/or including both LULUCF 
and national aviation. 
•Checking that Yes/No is selected from 
dropdown list for indirect CO2 
emissions. 
 

Cross-referencing reported national targets 
with the final NECP of the country. In cases 
where "no" is selected for indirect CO2 
emissions, ETC-CM engages with the MS to 
understand the reasons and may request 
updated information considering these 
emissions. 

Table 3: Current and projected progress towards commitments pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2018/841 of the European Parliament and of the Council as reported pursuant to Article 
26(3) and Article 18 (1), point (b) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999. 
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Check  Description Criteria Semi-automatic check Manual check 

COMPLETENESS:  
[C1 LULUCF historical 
emissions data description] 

Assess the completeness 
of MS submissions 
concerning additional 
details on their historical 
LULUCF categories. 
 

MS should provide information 
in Table 3 including explanations 
of the main natural and policy 
drivers of LULUCF emissions and 
removals, description of the 
inventory methodologies, 
envisaged enhancements to the 
inventory methodologies. 

Checking if additional information is 
provided on:  

• Main natural and policy 
drivers of LULUCF emissions.  

• Description of inventory 
methodologies (considering 
links to relevant 
documentation). 

• Envisaged enhancements of 
inventory methodologies. 

The QC reviews the descriptive information 
provided on the historical LULUCF categories 
and may request further details from the MS, 
if necessary, i.e., missing information or links. 
 

COMPLETENESS:  
[C1 LULUCF Projected 
emissions data description] 

Assess the completeness 
of MS submissions 
concerning additional 
information on their 
projected LULUCF 
categories for WEM and 
WAM scenarios. 

MS should provide information 
in Table 3 including explanations 
of the main natural and policy 
drivers of LULUCF emissions and 
removals, description of the 
inventory methodologies, 
envisaged enhancements to the 
inventory methodologies. 

Checking if additional information is 
provided on:  

• The gap between WEM/WAM 
and the ambition level 
necessary to reach LULUCF 
commitment. 

• Quantitative estimates of the 
mitigation impact of the 
LULUCF relevant policies and 
measures. 

• Consistency with the long-
term strategy, description of 
the projection 
methodologies, envisaged 
enhancements to the 
projection methodologies. 

The QC reviews the descriptive information 
provided on the projected LULUCF categories 
and may request further details from the MS, 
if necessary, i.e., missing information or links. 
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Check  Description Criteria Semi-automatic check Manual check 

ACCURACY/CONSISTENCY:  
[C2 LULUCF commitment 
stated in the current NECP] 

Assess accuracy and 
consistency of the 
descriptive and 
quantitative information 
provided by MS 
regarding the LULUCF 
commitment outlined in 
the NECP. 

MS should report in Table 3 a 
description, the unit, and GWP 
of the LULUCF commitment as 
per the NECP. 
MS should report in Table 3 the 
quantities for the years (X-3, X-
2, t, t+5 and t+10) for progress 
assessment. 

Checking whether information has 
been reported, as follows: 

• Text describing the LULUCF 
commitment as in the NECP. 

• Text indicating the unit of the 
LULUCF commitment as in the 
NECP. 

• Text indicating the GWP of 
the LULUCF commitment as in 
the NECP, which must be 
either “AR 4” or “AR 5” 
(spacing is trivial). 

• An integer or float should be 
inserted for years X-3, X-2, t, 
t+5 and t+10, respectively. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In cases where the information is absent or 
inconsistent with the final NECP, ETC-CM 
engages with the MS to request additional 
information for rectification. 
 

Table [4]: Current and projected progress towards other national greenhouse-gas related targets and objectives set out in integrated national energy and climate plans, including 
sector targets in accordance with Article 4(a), point (1)(iii) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999. 

COMPARABILITY:  
[C1 Name of national 
target/objective] 

Assess systematic 
comparability and 
robustness of the MS 
submitted data between 
the target, the current 

MS should report in Table 4 the 
name of the target/objective if 
other relevant national 
targets/objectives were set in 
their current NECP. 

Check whether text naming the 
national target/objective is reported. 

After reviewing the information provided in 
the final NECP of the country, the ETC/CM 
inquiries MS for additional information. 
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Check  Description Criteria Semi-automatic check Manual check 

COMPARABILITY:  
[C2 Sector(s) addressed] 

progress, and the 
projected progress under 
various scenarios. The 
national target/objective 
reported in their current 
NECP is on top of those 
required under the EU 
regulation. 

MS should report in Table 4 the 
sector(s) addressed in the 
additional national 
target/objective set in their 
current NECP. 

Check for text naming the sector(s) 
addressed in the additional national 
target/objective. 

• Checking potential inconsistencies 
with the NECP, i.e., national targets.  

• Checking potential inconsistencies 
with the information reported in 
table 1. 

• Checking the deviation of current 
progress compared to the targets. 

COMPARABILITY: 
[C3 Description] 

MS should submit in Table 4 a 
textual description (including a 
qualitative assessment of the 
progress to target, if needed) of 
the additional national 
target/objective set in their 
current NECP. 

Check for text describing the additional 
national target/objective. 
If applicable, should include a clear 
quantitative target/objective (e.g., 
reduce GHG emissions by 15% in 2030, 
compared to 2010). 

COMPARABILITY:  
[C4 Unit] 

MS should submit in Table 4 the 
units relevant to the additional 
national target/objective set in 
their current NECP. The unit for 
the target/objective must be the 
same as the unit in the historic 
and projected data. 

Check for text reporting the unit 
considered in the additional national 
target/objective. 

COMPARABILITY:  
[C5 GWP used] 

MS should submit in Table 4 
information according to which 
the national GWP values the 
GHG emissions were calculated 
in the additional national 
target/objective set in their 
current NECP. The GWP 
employed may be either AR4 or 
AR5. 

•Check for text reporting the GWP 
reference employed, i.e., AR4/AR5 
(spacing is trivial). 
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Check  Description Criteria Semi-automatic check Manual check 

CONSISTENCY: 
[C6 Year] 

MS should submit in Table 4 the 
numerical values quantifying the 
additional national 
target/objective set in their 
current NECP, as well as the 
current progress and projected 
progress for the different 
scenarios. 

•An integer or float regarding the 
target/objective should be inserted for 
years X-3, X-2, t, t+5 and t+10, 
respectively. 
•An integer or float regarding the 
current progress of target/objective 
should be inserted for years X-3 and X-
2, respectively. 
•An integer or float regarding the 
projected progress of the 
target/objective should be inserted for 
years t, t+5 and t+10, respectively, for 
each scenario (WEM and WAM). 



 

 

Annex III 

Figure 17  Difference between AEA allocation and total ESR emissions per MS 
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Figure 18  Historic (2022 and 2023) emissions and national targets (2030, 2040, 2050) for total GHG emissions for three scenarios: excluding LULUCF and international 
aviation, including LULUCF and excluding international aviation, including LULUCF and international aviation  
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Figure 19  Historic and projected (WEM & WAM) emissions and per MS – excluding LULUCF and international aviation 

 
 
 
Figure 20  Historic and projected (WEM & WAM) emissions and per MS – including LULUCF, excluding international aviation 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 

ETC-CM Report 2025/10  43   

Figure 21  Historic and projected (WEM & WAM) emissions and per MS – including LULUCF and international aviation 

 
 

Figure 22  LULUCF values – historic and projected (WEM, WAM) 

 
 


